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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
[  40  CFR  Part  407  ] 

CANNED  AND  PRESERVED  FRUITS  AND 
VEGETABLES  PROCESSING  INDUSTRY 
POINT  SOURCE  CATEGORY 

Proposed  Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  for  existing  soiu-ces 
and  standards  of  performance  and  pre¬ 
treatment  standards  for  new  sources  set 
forth  in  tentative  form  below  are  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  for  the  apple  juice  sub¬ 
category  (Subpart  A) ,  the  apple  products 
subcategory  (Subpart  B) ,  the  citrus  prod¬ 
ucts  subcategory  (Subpart  C),  the  frozen 
potato  products  subcategory  (Subpart 
D) ,  and  the  dehydrated  potato  products 
subcategory  (Subpart  E),  of  the  canned 
and  preserved  fruits  and  vegetabes  proc¬ 
essing  industry  category  of  point  sources 
pursuant  to  sections  301,  304  (b)  and  (c) , 
306(b),  and  307(c)  of  the  Federal  Water 
Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended  (33 
U.S.C.  1251,  1311,  1314  (b)  and  (c),  1316 
(b),  and  1317(c);  86  Stat.  816  et  seq.; 
P.L.  92-500)  (the  Act). 

(a)  Legal  authority. — (1)  Existing 
point  sources.  Section  301(b)  of  the  Act 
reqmres  the  achievement  by  not  later 
than  July  1,  1977,  of  effluent  limitations 
for  point  sources,  other  than  publicly 
owned  treatment  works,  which  require 
the  application  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available  as 
defined  by  the  Administrator  pursuant  to 
section  304(b)  of  the  Act.  Section  301(b) 
also  requires  the  achievement  by  not  later 
than  July  7,  1983,  of  effluent  limitations 
for  point  sources,  other  than  publicly 
owned  treatment  works,  which  require 
the  application  of  best  available  technol¬ 
ogy  economically  achievable  which  will 
result  in  reasonable  further  progress  to¬ 
ward  the  national  goal  of  eliminating  the 
discharge  of  all  pollutants,  as  determined 
in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by 
the  Administrator  pursuant  to  section 
304(b)  of  the  Act. 

Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  publish  regulations  pro¬ 
viding  guidelines  for  effluent  limitations 
setting  forth  the  degree  of  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  attainable  through  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  technology 
ciurently  available  and  the  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  attainable  through  the 
application  of  the  best  control  measures 
and  practices  achievable  including 
treatment  techniques,  process  and  proce¬ 
dure  innovations,  operating  methods, 
and  other  alternatives.  The  regulations 
proposed  herein  set  forth  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  guidelines,  pursuant  to  section  304 
(b)  of  the  Act,  for  the  apple  juice  sub¬ 
category  (Subpart  A) ,  the  apple  products 
subcategory  (Subpart  B),  the  citrus 
pioducts  subcategory  (Subpart  C),  the 
frozen  potato  products  subcategory 
(Subpart  D) ,  and  the  dehydrated  potato 
products  subcategory  (Subpart  E) ,  of  the 
canned  and  preserved  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  processing  industry  category. 

(2)  New  sources.  Section  306  of  the 
Act  requires  the  achievement  by  new 


sources  of  a  Federal  standard  of  p>er- 
formance  providing  fox  the  control  of  the 
discharge  of  pollutants  which  reflects  the 
greatest  degree  of  effluent  reduction 
which  the  Administrator  determines  to 
be  achievable  through  application  of  the 
best  available  demonstrate  control  tech¬ 
nology,  processes,  operating  methods,  or 
other  alternatives,  including,  where  prac¬ 
ticable,  a  standard  permitting  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  pollutants. 

Section  306(b)(1)(B)  of  the  Act  re¬ 
quires  the  Administrator  to  propose  reg¬ 
ulations  establishing  Federal  standards 
of  peiformance  for  categories  of  new 
sources  included  in  a  list'  published 
pursuant  to  section  306(b)  (1)  (A)  of  the 
Act.  The  Administrator  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  of  January  16,  1973 
(38  FR  1624) ,  a  list  of  27  source  categor¬ 
ies,  including  the  canned  and  preserved 
fruits  and  vegetables  processing  industry 
category.  The  regulations  proposed  here¬ 
in  set  forth  the  standards  of  performance 
applicable  to  new  sources  for  the  apple 
juice  subcategory  (Subpart  A) ,  the  ap(de 
products  subcategory  (Subpart  B),  the 
citrus  products  subcategory  (Subpart  C) , 
the  frozen  potato  products  subcategory 
(Subpart  D) ,  and  the  dehydrated  potato 
products  subcategory  (Subjiart  E) ,  of  the 
canned  and  preserved  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  processing  industry  category. 

Section  307(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  promulgate  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  for  new  sources  at  the 
same  time  that  standards  of  perform¬ 
ance  for  new  sources  are  priMnulgated 
pursuant  to  section  306.  Sections  407.15, 
407.25,  407.35,  407.45,  and  407.55,  pro¬ 
posed  below,  provide  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  for  new  sources  within  the  apple 
juice  subcategory  (Subpart  A) ,  the  apple 
products  subcategory  (Subpart  B),  the 
citrus  products  subcategory  (Subpart  C) , 
the  frozen  potato  products  subcategory 
(Subpart  D),  and  the  dehydrated  potato 
products  sub<»tegory  (Subpart  E) ,  of  the 
canned  and  preserved  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  processing  industry  categwy. 

Section  304(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  issue  to  the  States  and 
appropriate  water  pollution  control 
agencies  ififoimation  on  the  processes, 
procedures  or  operating  methods  which 
result  In  the  elimination  or  reduction  of 
the  discharge  of  pollutants  to  implement 
standards  of  performance  imder  Section 
306  of  the  Act.  The  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  referred  to  below  provides,  pursu¬ 
ant  to  section  304(c)  of  the  Act,  informa¬ 
tion  on  such  processes,  procedures  or 
operating  methods. 

(b)  Summary  and  basis  of  proposed 
effluent  limitations  guidelines  for  existing 
sources  and  standards  of  performance 
and  pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

(1)  General  methodology.  The  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  standards  of 
performance  proposed  herein  were 
developed  in  the  following  manner.  The 
point  soui'ce  cat^ory  was  first  studied 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
separate  limitations  and  standards  are 
appropriate  for  different  segments  with¬ 
in  the  category.  This  analysis  Included  a 
determination  of  whether  differences  in 


raw  material  used,  product  produced, 
manufacturing  process  employed,  age, 
size,  waste  water  constituents  and  other 
factors  require  development  of  separate 
limitations  and  standards  for  different 
segments  of  the  point  source  category. 
The  raw  waste  characteristics  for  each 
such  segment  were  then  Identified.  This 
Included  an  analysis  of:  (1)  The  source, 
flow  and  volume  of  water  used  in  the 
process  employed  and  the  sources  of 
waste  and  waste  waters  in  the  operation, 
and  (2)  the  cwistituents  of  all  waste 
waters.  The  constituents  of  the  waste 
waters  which  should  be  subject  to  effluent 
limitations  guidelines  and  standards  of 
performance  were  Identified. 

The  centred  and  treatment  technolo¬ 
gies  existing  within  each  segment  were 
identified.  This  included  an  identification 
of  each  distinct  ccmtrol  and  treatment 
technology,  including  both  in-plant  and 
end-of -process  technologies,  which  are 
existent  or  capable  of  being  designed  for 
each  segment.  It  also  included  an  iden¬ 
tification  of,  in  terms  of  the  amount  of 
constituents  and  the  chemical,  physical, 
and  Uological  characteristics  of  pollut¬ 
ants,  the  effluent  level  resulting  from  the 
application  of  each  of  the  technologies. 
TTie  problems,  limitations,  and  reliability 
of  each  treatment  and  control  technology 
were  also  identified.  In  addition,  the  non¬ 
water  quality  environmental  impact,  such 
as  the  effects  of  the  application  of  such 
technologies  upon  other  pollution  prob¬ 
lems,  including  air,  solid  waste,  noise, 
and  radiation,  wWe  identified.  The 
energy  requirements  of  each  control  and 
treatment  technology  were  determined 
as  well  as  the  cost  of  the  application  of 
such  technologies. 

The  information,  as  outlined  above, 
was  then  evaluated  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  levels  of  technology  constitute 
the  “best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available,”  the  “best  available 
technology  eccwiomically  achievable”  and 
the  “best  available  demonstrated  con¬ 
trol  technology,  processes,  operating 
methods,  or  other  alternatives.”  In  Iden¬ 
tifying  such  technologies,  various  factors 
were  considered.  These  included  the 
total  cost  of  application  of  technology  in 
relatiomto  the  effluent  reduction  benefits 
to  be  achieved  from  such  application,  the 
age  of  equipment  and  facilities  involved, 
the  process  employed,  the  engineering 
aspects  of  the  application  of  various 
types  of  control  techniques,  process 
changes,  non-water  quality  environmen¬ 
tal  impact  (including  energy  require¬ 
ments)  and  other  factors. 

The  data  upon  which  the  above  anal¬ 
ysis  was  performed  included  EPA  permit 
applications,  EPA  sampling  and  inspec¬ 
tions,  consultant  reports,  and  industry 
submissions. 

The  pretreatment  standards  proposed 
herein  are  Intended  to  be  complemen¬ 
tary  to  the  pretreatment  standards  pro¬ 
posed  for  existing  sources  of  40  CFR  Part 
128.  The  bases  for  such  standards  are  set 
forth  in  the  Federal  Register  of  July  19. 
1973,  38  FR  19236.  The  provisions  of 
Part  128  are  equally  applicable  to  sources 
which  would  constitute  “new  sources,* 
under  sectitm  306  If  they  were  to  dis- 
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charge  pollutants  directly  to  navigable 
waters,  except  for  §  128.133.  That  sec¬ 
tion  provides  a  pretreatment  standard 
for  “incompatible  pollutants”  which  re¬ 
quires  application  of  the  “best  practica¬ 
ble  control  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able,”  subject  to  an  adjustment  for 
amounts  of  pollutants  removed  by  the 
publicly  owned  treatment  works.  Since 
the  pretreatment  standards  proposed 
herein  apply  to  new  sources,  §§  407.15, 
407.25,  407.35,  407.45,  and  407.55  below 
amend  §  128.133  to  require  application  of 
the  standard  of  performance  for  new 
sources  rather  than  the  “best  practic¬ 
able”  standard  applicable  to  existing 
sources  under  sections  301  and  304(b)  of 
the  Act. 

(2)  Summary  of  conclusions  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  apple  juice  subcategory 
(Subpart  A),  the  apple  products  sub¬ 
category  (Subpart  B),  the  citrus  prod¬ 
ucts  subcategory  (Subpart  C) ,  the  frozen 
potato  products  subcategory  (Subpart 
D) ,  and  the  dehydrated  potato  products 
subcategory  (Subpart  E),  of  the  canned 
and  preserved  fruits  and  vegetables 
processing  industry  category. 

(i)  Categorization.  The  canned  and 
preserved  fruits  and  vegetables  process¬ 
ing  industry  category  was  divided  into 
five  discrete  subcategories  for  the  purpose 
of  developing  effluent  limitations.  These 
subcategories  coincide  with  a  breakdown 
of  the  category  according  to  raw  mate¬ 
rial,  organic  and  volumetric  waste  load 
and  processing  operation  as  outlined  in 
the  Development  Document  for  the 
canned  and  preserved  fruits  and  veg¬ 
etables  processing  industry  category. 
When  a  plant  is  subject  to  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  covering  more  than  one  subcate¬ 
gory,  the  plant  discharge  limitation  shall 
be  set  by  proration  limitations  for  each 
subcategory  based  on  the  total  raw  ma¬ 
terial  covered  by  each  subcategory. 

(1)  Subpart  A — Apple  Juice  Subcate¬ 
gory.  The  chemical  composition  and 
physical  character  of  apples  are  different 
from  either  citrus  fruits  or  white  pota¬ 
toes.  The  processing  of  apple  juice  in¬ 
volves  a  unique  sequence  of , unit  opera¬ 
tions  which  result  in  an  organic  and  vol¬ 
umetric  waste  load  imlike  that  resulting 
from  other  apple  production  processes  or 
from  citrus  or  potato  processes.  The 
water  usage  and  organic  waste  loads 
resulting  from  apple  juice  production  are 
considerably  less  than  waste  water  loads 
resulting  from  the  production  of  other 
apple  products  or  from  citrus  or  potato 
processing  operations.  These  waste  water 
characteristics  and  factors,  such  as  age 
and  size  of  plant,  plant  location,  and 
waste  treatability,  were  foimd  to  support 
an  exclusive  apple  juice  subcategory. 

(2)  Subpart  B — Apple  Products  Sub¬ 
category.  The  chemical  composition  and 
physical  character  of  apples  are  different 
from  either  citrus  fruits  or  white  pota¬ 
toes.  The  processing  of  apples  into  apple 
products  (other  than  apple  juice)  in¬ 
volves  common  imit  operations  which 
result  in  similar  waste  loads.  The  water 
usage  and  organic  waste  loads  resulting 
from  the  production  of  apple  products 
are  higher  than  waste  loads  resulting 
from  the  production  of  apple  juice  and 


lower  than  waste  loads  resulting  from 
white  potato  processing  operations.  The 
biochemical  oxygen  demand  (BODS) 
from  apple  product  waste  water  is  higher 
than  the  BODS  from  citrus  waste  water 
but  the  total  suspended  solids  and  water 
usage  are  lower  than  that  from  citnis 
waste  waters.  These  waste  water  differ¬ 
ences  and  the  similarities  among  apple 
products  along  with  factors  such  as  age 
and  size  of  plant,  plant  location  and 
waste  treatability  support  a  separate 
apple  product  subcategory.  Caustic  peeled 
and  dehydrated  apple  products  are  spe¬ 
cifically  excluded. 

(3)  Subpart  C — Citrus  Products  Sub- 
category.  The  chemical  composition  and 
physical  character  of  citrus  fruits  are 
different  from  either  apples  or  white  po¬ 
tatoes.  The  processing  of  citrus  fruits 
into  products  and  co-products  involve  a 
number  of  unit  operations  which  result 
in  similar  waste  loads.  The  water  usage 
and  organic  waste  loads  resulting  from 
the  production  of  citrus  products  and  co¬ 
products  are  higher  than  waste  water 
loads  resulting  from  apple  juice,  or  apple 
products  (except  biochemical  oxygen 
demand  for  apple  products)  and  consid¬ 
erably  lower  than  waste  water  loads  re¬ 
sulting  from  either  dehydrated  or  frozen 
potato  processing  operations  (except 
water  usage  for  dehydrated  potato  prod¬ 
ucts)  .  These  waste  characteristics  among 
citrus  products  and  co-products  along 
with  factors  such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
plant  location,  and  waste  treatability 
support  a  single,  separate  citrus  products 
subcategory.  Pectin  and  pharmaceutical 
products  are  specifically  excluded. 

(4)  Subpart  D — Frozen  Potato  Prod¬ 
ucts  Subcategory.  The  chemical  compo¬ 
sition  and  physical  character  of  white 
potatoes  are  different  from  either  apple 
or  citrus  fruits.  The  processing  of  frozen 
potato  products  involves  a  unique  se¬ 
quence  of  unit  operations  which  results 
in  an  organic  and  volumetric  waste  load 
unlike  that  resulting  from  dehydrated 
potato  production  processes  or  from  ap¬ 
ple  or  citrus  processes.  The  water  usage 
and  organic  waste  loads  resulting  from 
frozen  potato  processing  are  considerably 
higher  than  waste  water  loads  resulting 
from  the  production  of  dehydrated  po¬ 
tato  products  or  from  apple  or  citrus 
processing  operations.  These  waste  water 
characteristics  and  factors  such  as  age 
and  size  of  plant,  plant  location,  and 
waste  treatability  were  found  to  support 
a  separate  frozen  potato  products 
subcategory. 

(5)  Subpart  E — Dehydrated  Potato 
Products  Subcategory.  The  chemical 
composition  and  physical  character  of 
white  potatoes  are  different  from  either 
apples  or  citrus  fruits.  The  processing  of 
dehydrated  potato  products  involves  a 
unique  sequence  of  imit  operations  which 
results  in  an  organic  and  volmnetric 
waste  load  unlike  that  resulting  from 
frozen  potato  production  processes  or 
from  apple  or  citrus  processes.  The  water 
usage  and  organic  waste  loads  resulting 
from  dehydrated  potato  processing  are 
considerably  less  than  waste  water 
loads  resulting  from  the  production  of 
frozen  potato  products  and  significantly 


higher  than  waste  water  loads  from  apple 
or  citrus  processing  operations  (except 
waste  iisage  from  citrus  products) .  These 
waste  water  characteristics  along  with 
factors  such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
plant  location,  and  waste  treatability, 
were  found  to  support  a  separate  dehy¬ 
drated  potato  products  subcategory. 

(ii)  Waste  characteristics.  The  sig¬ 
nificant  pollutant  parameters  in  waste 
waters  resulting  from  the  apple,  citrus 
and  potato  processing  subcategories  of 
the  canned  and  preserved  fruits  and 
vegetables  industry  category  include  bio¬ 
chemical  oxygen  demand  (BODS),  total 
suspended  non-filterable  solids  (TSS) 
and  pH. 

Several  other  w'aste  water  pollutants 
are  formed  in  apple,  citrus  or  potato 
processing  waste  waters  but  these  pol¬ 
lutants  are  considered  to  be  of  lesser  im¬ 
portance  because  available  data  has  in¬ 
dicated  these  pollutants  are  normally 
removed  when  BODS  or  TSS  are  removed 
or  they  occur  in  insignificant  quantities. 
Some  cooling  water  is  used  throughout 
the  fruits  and  vegetables  industry  and 
large  amounts  of  cooling  water  are  used 
in  the  processing  of  citrus  products: 
however,  heat  is  not  a  discharge  problem 
when  the  cooling  water  is  combined  with 
the  process  waste  water. 

Waste  water  from  process  steps  such 
as  peeling,  trimming,  slicing,  transport¬ 
ing,  blanching,  and  cooking,  and  water 
from  periodic  clean-up  procedures  are 
the  principle  waste  water  streams  in 
apple,  citrus  or  potato  processing.  Raw 
waste  load  data  have  been  collected  on 
these  waste  waters  for  each  subcategory 
of  this  industry,  and  information  as¬ 
sembled  on  the  treatment  procedures  re¬ 
quired  for  the  waste  waters. 

Three  constituents  of  the  waste  water 
from  plants  within  the  apple,  citrus  or 
potato  processing  industry  have  been 
found  which  could  interfere  w'ith,  pass 
through,  or  otherwise  be  incompatible 
with  a  well  designed  and  operated  pub¬ 
licly  owned  activated  sludge  or  tricking 
filter  waste  water  treatment  plant.  Waste 
water  constituents  include  caustic  solu¬ 
tions  from  peeling  operations  such  as 
lye  dip  potato  peelers,  D’limonene  from 
citrus  peel  processing  operations,  and  oil 
from  frying  operations.  Control  methods 
are  available  and  should  be  used  to  keep 
harmful  quantities  of  these  materials 
from  being  discharged  to  municipal 
waste  water  treatment  facilities. 

(iii)  Origin  of  waste  water  pollutants 
in  the  canned  and  preserved  fruits  and 
vegetables  processing  industry  category. 
Many  of  the  process  steps  used  in  the 
canning,  dehydrating  or  freezing  of 
fruits  and  vegetables  are  common  to  the 
industry  as  a  whole.  Typically,  the  fruits 
or  vegetables  are  received,  washed  and 
sorted  to  prepare  them  for  subsequent 
processing.  Commodities  such  as  apples, 
citrus  and  potatoes  are  then  usually 
peeled  when  the  end  product  style  is  to  be 
a  solid  form  (slices,  cubes  or  powder) .  If 
the  final  product  is  to  be  a  juice  or  liquid, 
the  peel  may  not  be  remov^.  Subsequent 
process  steps  following  the  peel  removal 
in  which  water  may  be  used  are  trim¬ 
ming,  slicing,  blanching,  cooling,  cook- 
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ing,  and  can  washing  or  cooling.  Water 
transport  may  be  used  in  one  or  more 
parts  of  the  process,  and  clean-up  is  com¬ 
mon  to  each  fruit  and  vegetable  process¬ 
ing  (^aeration.  Cooling  water  is  used  in 
large  quantities  in  the  citrus  products 
subcat^ory  and  it  is  generally  segre¬ 
gated  from  process  water.  The  character 
of  the  process  waste  clean-up  vraters  are 
similar  in  that  they  contain  biodegrad¬ 
able  organic  matter.  Thus,  the  tn-plant 
control  measures  and  end-of-process 
treatment  techniques  are  similarly  effec¬ 
tive  in  controlling  and  treating  apple, 
citrus  or  potato  processing  wastes. 

(iv)  Treatment  and  control  technol¬ 
ogy.  In-plant  procedvu-es  to  control  pol¬ 
lution  include  strict  management  con¬ 
trol  over  housekeeping  and  water  use 
practices,  minimization  of  the  intake  of 
water  by  reuse  and  recirculation  of  waste 
waters  and  dry  clean-up  procedures  be¬ 
fore  washdown. 

“End-of-process”  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  processes  include  preliminary 
screening,  primary  sedimentation,  and 
biological  treatment.  Land  treatment 
such  as  spray  or  flood  irrigation  is  an 
attractive  alternative  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  process  for  many  processors  with 
suitable  and  sufficient  land.  Cooling 
towers  are  used  by  numerous  citrus  proc¬ 
essors  to  recirculate  cooling  waters. 

Solid  waste  control  should  be  con¬ 
sidered.  Solid  residue  and  sludge  are  po¬ 
tential  problems  because  of  the  need  for 
periodic  disposal.  Solid  waste  is  being 
handled  by  processors  in  each  subcate¬ 
gory  as  animal  feed.  In  a  few  cases,  how¬ 
ever,  solid  waste  cannot  be  handled  as 
feed.  In  these  cases,  it  must  be  handled 
properly  to  assure  no  landfill  or  associ¬ 
ated  problems  develop. 

Waste  water  treatment  and  control 
technologies  have  been  studied  for  each 
subcategory  of  the  industry  to  determine 
what  is:  (a)  Hie  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available;  (b)  the 
best  available  technology  economically 
achievable:  and  (c)  the  best  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology,  processes,  op¬ 
erating  methods  or  other  alternatives. 

Where  sufficient  quantities  of  suitable 
land  are  available,  land  treatment  such 
as  spray  irrigation  is  recommended  as 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available. 

Best  practicable  control  technology 
currwitly  available  for  the  apple  Juice 
and  apple  products  subcategories,  the 
citnzs  products  subcategory,  and  the 
frozen  and  dehydrated  potato  products 
subcategories  includes  preliminary 
screening  and  biotogical  treatment. 

For  the  citrus  products  subcategory 
only,  it  also  includes  cooling  towers  for 
the  recirculation  of  cooling  w’ater  con¬ 
taining  small  amounts  of  BODS.  For  the 
frozen  and  dehydrated  potato  products 
subcategories  only,  it  also  includes  pri¬ 
mary  sedimentation  of  process  waste 
W’ater. 

The  specified  level  of  technology  is 
practicable  because  it  is  being  practiced 
by  plants  in  €dl  subcategories  using  mul¬ 
tiple  aerated  lagoons,  activated  sludge, 
anaerobic  plus  aerobic  lagoons,  trickling 
filters,  trickling  filters  plus  aerated  la- 
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goons  or  activated  sludge  plus  aerated 
lagoons. 

Four  apple  plants  Including  one  apple 
Juice  processing  plant  are  presently 
achieving  this  level  of  effluent  reduction 
for  BODS  and  TSS  with  biological  treat¬ 
ment.  Activated  sludge,  anaerobic  plus 
aerobic  lagoons,  multiple  aerobic  lagoons, 
and  trickling  filters  plus  aerated  lagoons 
are  the  exemplary  biological  treatment 
systems. 

Five  citrus  product  plants  are  current¬ 
ly  achieving  this  level  of  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  for  BODS  and  TSS.  Two  additional 
citrus  processors  are  meeting  the  BODS 
limitations  only.  Multiple  aerated  la¬ 
goons,  anaerobic  plus  aerobic  lagoons, 
aerated  lagoons  with  trickling  filters  and 
activated  sludge  are  the  exemplary  treat¬ 
ment  systems.  Of  these  seven  plants,  five 
would  not  require  cooling  towers  or  ponds 
for  barometric  cooling  waters. 

One  American  and  two  Canadian  po¬ 
tato  processing  plants  are  able  to  achieve 
high  levels  of  effluent  reduction  for  BODS 
and  TSS  through  the  utilization  of  exem¬ 
plary  biological  treatment  systems.  An¬ 
other  American  potato  processing  plant 
is  able  to  achieve  high  levels  of  effluent 
reduction  for  BODS.  The  exemplary 
treatment  systems  are  activated  sludge, 
trickling  filters,  anaerobic  plus  aerobic 
lagoons,  and  multiple  aerated  lagoons. 

Thus,  biological  treatment  has  been 
shown  to  be  both  practicable  and  the  cur¬ 
rently  available  technology  for  achieving 
the  1977  level  of  effluent  reduction  for  the 
apple  juice  and  apple  products  subcate¬ 
gories,  citrus  products  subcategory,  and 
frozen  and  dehydrated  potato  products 
subcategories.  In  addition,  the  guidelines 
can  be  achieved  by  land  treatment 
through  spray  irrigation  or  flood  irriga¬ 
tion  or  other  ultimate  disposal  technolo¬ 
gies  as  described  in  the  Development 
Document.  Over  fifty  percent  of  the 
plants  processing  apple  juice  and  apple 
products  and  over  fifty  percent  of  the 
apple  processing  capacity  utilize  land 
treatment  to  dispose  of  their  wastes;  at 
least  ten  additional  apple  plants  are 
presently  achieving  an  effluent  reduction 
greater  than  i^uired  by  the  application 
of  the  best  practicable  control  twhnology 
currently  available  through  land  treat¬ 
ment.  Over  fifty  percent  of  the  citrus  and 
frozen  and  dehydrated  potato  processing 
plants  and  over  fifty  percent  of  the  citrus 
and  potato  processing  capacity  utilize 
land  treatment  to  dispose  of  their 
wastes;  at  least  twenty  additional  citrus 
plants  and  twelve  additional  potato 
plants  are  currently  achieving  an  effluent 
reduction  greater  than  required  by  the 
application  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available. 

Best  available  control  technology  eco¬ 
nomically  achievable  for  the  five  apple, 
citrus,  and  potato  subcategories  include 
the  best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available  along  with  additional 
biological  treatment  components  and  in 
a  few  cases,  advanced  treatment  such  as 
multi-media  or  sand  filtration. 

Biological  treatment  is  practiced 
throughout  the  apple,  citrus  and  potato 
industry  and  sand  filtration  is  practiced 
in  at  least  one  potato  plant  (England). 


With  present  biological  treatment  sys¬ 
tems  ^thout  advanced  treatment  meth¬ 
ods  such  as  sand  filtration,  at  least  one 
plant  in  each  of  the  five  subcategories 
is  presently  achieving  the  high  levels  of 
effluent  reduction  required  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  available  control  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

There  is  an  additional  fifty  percent  of 
the  apple,  citrus,  and  potato  industry 
that  is  presently  using  land  treatment: 
over  forty  apple,  citrus  or  potato  plants 
are  presently  achieving  an  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  greater  than  required  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  available  control  ^h- 
nology  economically  achievable  and  many 
have  no  discharge  of  pjollutants  to  navi¬ 
gable  waters.  This  technology  is  used  with 
and  without  holding  ponds  in  Idaho,  the 
Northwest,  California,  Pennsylvania,  Vir¬ 
ginia,  New  York,  and  Florida.  Most  other 
States  also  have  land  treatment  of  the 
fruits  and  vegetables  industry  category. 
AM>lication  of  technology  for  greatly  re¬ 
duced  water  use  will  facilitate  land  dis¬ 
posal.  ibcperience  has  shown  that  good 
management  practices  assiu’e  that  land 
disposal  and  irrigation  systems  can  be 
maintained  commensurate  wdth  crop 
need  and  soil  tolerance. 

Treatment  required  to  achieve  the  best 
available  demonstrated  control  tech¬ 
nology,  processes,  operating  methods  or 
other  alternatives  for  new  sources  is  the 
same  as  from  best  available  control  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

(V)  Economic  impact  analysis.  A  signif¬ 
icant  portion  of  the  industry  has  already 
instituted  some  of  the  waste  manage¬ 
ment  alternatives,  particularly  biological 
treatment  systems  and  product  recovery 
practices  which  aid  in  pollution  control. 

The  investment  costs  of  meeting  the 
1977  level  of  effluent  reduction  by  the 
use  of  biological  treatment  systems  such 
as  aerated  lagoons  are  estimated  to  be 
$0.06  million  for  the  apple  juice  sub¬ 
category,  $0.36  million  for  the  apple 
products  subcategory,  $1.78  million  for 
the  citrus  products  subcategory,  $1.57 
million  for  the  frozen  potato  products 
subcategory,  and  $1.70  million  for  the  de¬ 
hydrated  potato  products  subcategory. 

The  investment  costs  of  meeting  the 
1977  level  of  effluent  reduction  by  the  use 
of  biological  systems  such  as  activated 
sludge  are  estimated  to  be  $0.55  million 
for  apple  juice,  $2.39  million  for  apple 
products.  $5.58  million  for  citrus  prod¬ 
ucts,  $2.96  million  for  frozen  potato  prod¬ 
ucts,  and  $3.03  million  for  dehydrated 
potato  products. 

The  investment  costs  of  meeting  the 
1977  level  of  effluent  reduction  by  the  use 
of  land  treatment  systems  (including 
land)  such  as  spray  irrigation  are  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  $0.32  million  for  apple  juice, 
$1.47  million  for  apple  products,  $4.39 
million  for  citnis  products,  $2.89  for 
frozen  potato  products,  and  $2,52  million 
for  dehydrated  potato  products. 

The  incremental  investment  costs  of 
meeting  the  1983  level  of  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  by  the  use  of  biological  treatment 
systems  such  as  several  aerated  lagoons 
and  polishing  lagoons  are  estimated  to  be 
$0.13  million  for  the  apple  juice  sub¬ 
category,  $1.34  million  for  the  apple 
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products  subcategory,  $5.81  million  for 
the  citrus  products  subcategory,  $2.57 
million  for  the  frozen  potato  products 
subcategory,  and  $2.13  million  for  the 
dehydrated  potato  products  subcategory. 
The  incremental  investment  cost  of 
meeting  the  1983  level  of  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  by  the  use  of  biological  plus  advanced 
treatment  such  as  activated  sludge, 
aerated  lagoons,  and  multi-media  or  sand 
filtration  is  $0.37  million  for  apple  juice, 
$1.63  million  for  apple  products,  $4.14 
million  for  citrus  products,  $1.86  million 
for  frozen  potato  products,  and  $1.87  mil¬ 
lion  for  dehydrated  potato  products. 

The  total  estimated  investment  costs 
for  the  five  subcategories  to  achieve  the 
1977  level  of  effluent  reduction  range  from 
$17.1  million  to  $26.1  million,  including 
$11.6  million  for  land  and  land  treatment 
facilities.  This  investment  cost  range 
amounts  to  a  cost  of  from  $3.40  to  $5.20 
per  annual  ton  of  processing  capacity  and 
from  1.4  to  2.1  percent  of  the  estimated 
apple,  citrus  and  potato  industry  invest¬ 
ment  of  $1.2  billion.  The  cost  of  achiev¬ 
ing  the  proposed  levels  of  pollutant  dis¬ 
charge  control  for  1977  would  be  equiv¬ 
alent  to  2.3  to  3.5  percent  of  the  present 
retail  price  of  the  products  considered  in 
these  subcategories. 

The  incremental  investment  costs  for 
five  apple,  citrus  and  potato  subcategories 
to  achieve  the  1983  level  of  effluent  reduc¬ 
tion  are  estimated  to  range  from  $9.9  mil¬ 
lion  to  $12.0  million.  This  range  in  in¬ 
vestment  cost  amounts  to  a  cost  of  from 
$1.90  to  $2.30  per  annual  ton  of  process¬ 
ing  capacity  and  from  0.8  to  1.0  percent 
of  the  estimated  industry  investment. 
The  cost  of  achieving  the  proposed  levels 
of  pollutant  discharge  control  for  1983 
would  be  equivalent  to  1.3  to  1.6  percent 
of  the  present  retail  price  of  the  prod¬ 
ucts  considered  in  these  subcategories. 

The  combined  investment  costs  for  the 
five  apple,  citrus  and  potato  subcate¬ 
gories  to  achieve  both  the  1977  and  the 
1983  levels  of  effluent  reduction  are  esti¬ 
mated  to  range  from  $29  million  to  $36 
million.  This  combined  cost  amounts  to  a 
cost  of  between  $5.70  and  $7.20  per  an¬ 
nual  ton  of  processing  capacity  and  be¬ 
tween  2.4  and  3.0  percent  of  the  esti¬ 
mated  industry  investment.  The  com¬ 
bined  cost  of  achieving  the  proposed 
levels  of  pollutant  discharge  control  for 
1977  and  1983  would  be  equivalent  to  3.8 
to  4.9  percent  of  the  present  retail  price 
of  the  products  considered  in  these 
subcategories. 

Non-water  quality  impacts  of  the  pol¬ 
lution  control  .systems  were  analyzed  and 
foimd  to  be  of  little  consequence.  Energy 
requirements  of  the  industry  are  rela¬ 
tively  low :  power  required  to  operate  the 
more  refined  mechanically  aerated  bio¬ 
logical  systems  will  increase  consmnption 
by  considerably  less  than  10.0  percent. 
Solid  wastes  from  treatment  sludges  and 
some  odor  from  treatment  systems  are 
encoimtered,  but  no  substantial  impact 
can  be  identified.  It  has  been  demon¬ 
strated  that  most  solid  wastes  from  these 
subcategories  can  be  converted  to  animal 
feed  and  this  is  the  recommended 
method  of  dealing  with  the  solid  wastes 
derived  from  these  subcategories. 


It  should  be  noted  that  a  precise  study 
of  economic  impact  is  difficult  due  to 
numerous  other  economic  forces  at  work 
within  an  industry,  and  because  of  the 
great  variability  experienced  from  plant- 
to-plant  in  such  factors  as  pollution  con¬ 
trol  costs,  profitability,  and  return  on 
investment.  In  an  economic  study  such 
as  this,  it  is  difficult  to  deal  with  these 
factors  on  an  individual  plant  basis. 

It  is  not  expected  that  any  significant 
economic  impact  would  result  from  im¬ 
posing  the  effluent  limitation  require¬ 
ments  of  discharge  of  process  waste  water 
pollutants  to  navigable  waters  on  all 
covered  segments  of  this  category  by 
1977  (best  practicable  control  technology 
for  most  industry  segments) ,  Because  of 
this  conclusion,  we  judge  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  guidelines  for  1977,  1983  and  new 
sources  are  economically  achievable.  The 
small  price  increases  projected  will  prob¬ 
ably  be  fully  passed  on  to  the  consum¬ 
ing  public,  since  there  are  no  substitut¬ 
able  products. 

The  report  entitled'  “Development 
Document  for  Proposed  Effluent  Limita¬ 
tions  Guidelines  and  New  Source  Per¬ 
formance  Standards  for  the  APPLE, 
CITRUS,  and  POTATO  Segment  of  the 
Canned  and  Preserved  Fruits  and  Vege¬ 
tables  Point  Source  Category”  details  the 
analysis  undertaken  in  support  of  the 
regulations  being  proposed  herein  and  is 
available  for  inspection  in  the  EPA  In¬ 
formation  Center,  Room  227,  West 
Tower,  Waterside  Mail,  Washington, 
D.C.,  at  all  EPA  regional  offices,  and  at 
State  water  pollution  control  offices.  A 
supplementary  analysis  prepared  for 
EPA  of  the  possible  economic  effects  of 
the  proposed  regulations  is  also  available 
for  inspection  at  these  locations.  Copies 
of  both  of  these  documents  are  being 
sent  to  persons  or  institutions  affected  by 
the  proposed  regulations,  or  who  have 
placed  themselves  on  a  mailing  list  for 
this  purpose  (see  EPA’s  Advance  Notice 
of  Public  Review  Procedures,  38  FR 
21202,  August  6,  1973).  An  additional 
limited  number  of  copies  of  both  reports 
are  available.  Persons  wishing  to  obtain 
a  copy  may  write  the  EPA  Informa¬ 
tion  Center,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Washington,  D.C.  20460.  Atten¬ 
tion:  Mr.  Philip  B.  Wisman. 

(c)  Summary  of  public  participation. 
Prior  to  this  publication,  the  agencies 
and  groups  listed  below  were  consulted 
and  given  an  opportunity  to  participate 
in  the  development  of  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  guidelines  and  standards  proposed 
for  the  canned  and  preserved  fruits  and 
vegetables  processing  industry  category. 
All  participating  agencies  have  been  in¬ 
formed  of  project  developments.  An  ini¬ 
tial  draft  of  the  Development  Document 
was  sent  to  all  participants  and  com¬ 
ments  were  solicited  on  that  report.  The 
following  are  the  principal  agencies  and 
groups  consulted :  (1)  Effluent  Standards 
and  Water  Quality  Information  Advisory 
Committee  (established  vmder  Section 
515  of  the  Act) ;  (2)  All  State  and  U.S. 
Territory  Pollution  Control  Agencies;  (3) 
National  Canners  Association;  (4) 
American  Frozen  Food  Institute;  (5) 
Potato  Processors  of  Idaho;  (6)  Florida 


Citrus  Commission;  (7)  Florida  Canners 
Association;  (8)  California-Arizona 
Citrus  League;  (9)  Council  for  Agricul¬ 
tural  Science  and  Technology;  (10) 
Frozen  Potato  Products  Institute,  (11) 
American  Society  of  Mechanical  Ekigi- 
neers;  (12)  Hudson  River  Sloop  Restora¬ 
tion,  Inc.;  (13)  Conservation  Foun¬ 
dation;  (14)  Businessmen  for  the  Public 
Interest;  (15)  Environmental  Defense 
Fund,  Inc.;  (16)  Natural  Resources  De¬ 
fense  Council;  (17)  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers;  (18)  National  Wildlife 
Federation;  (19)  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Federation;  (20)  Ohio  River  Valley 
Sanitation  Commission;  (21)  New  Eng¬ 
land  Interstate  Water  Pollution  Control 
Commission;  (22)  Delaware  River  Basin 
Commission;  (23)  U.S.  Dept,  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare;  (24)  U.S.  Dept, 
of  Commerce;  (25)  U.S.  Dept,  of  Agp-i- 
cultiu-e;  (26)  Water  Resources  Coimcil; 
and  (27)  U.S.  Dept,  of  the  Interior. 

The  following  organizations  responded 
with  comments:  National  Canners  Asso¬ 
ciation  and  American  Frozen  Food  In¬ 
stitute;  Potato  Processors  of  Idaho;  Lake 
Michigan  Federation;  Council  for  Agri¬ 
cultural  Science  and  Technology;  Florida 
Canners  Association;  California-Arizona 
Citrus  League;  Florida  Citrus  Commis¬ 
sion;  Institute  of  Gas  Technology;  Ore- 
Ida  Foods;  Simkist  Growers;  Steams, 
Conrad  and  Schmidt  Consulting  Engi¬ 
neers;  U.S.  Dept,  of  Health,  Education, 
and  Welfare;  U.S.  Dept,  of  Interior;  U.S. 
Dept  of  Agriculture;  General  Coimsel  of 
the  Dept,  of  Commerce;  State  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania;  State  of  North  Carolina;  State 
of  Wisconsin;  State  of  Colorado;  State 
of  Nebraska,  State  of  Florida;  Texas 
Water  Quality  Board;  State  of  Michi¬ 
gan;  State  of  Georgia;  and  American 
Society  of  Civil  Engineers. 

The  comments  were  highly  variable, 
ranging  from  full  approval  to  rejection. 
It  must  be  clearly  understood  that  the 
treatment  technologies  used  to  develop 
the  effluent  limitations  are  alternative 
systems  that  have  operated  satisfactorily. 

The  primary  issues  raised  in  the 
development  of  the  proposed  effluent 
limitation  guidelines  and  standards  of 
performance  and  the  treatment  of  these 
issues  herein  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Some  comments  were  to  the  effect 
that  the  limitations  were  too  stringent 
and  not  substantiated  by  data  used  in  the 
study.  Furthermore,  the  criticism  was 
made  that  the  sampling  program  was  in¬ 
adequate  and  unable  to  quantify  the 
variability  of  waste  loads.  As  explained  in 
the  Development  Document,  the  degree 
of  effluent  reduction  required  by  the  ap¬ 
plicable  limitations  currently  is  being 
attained  by  plants  in  all  subcategories. 
Additionally,  established  alternative  in- 
plant  control  and  waste  treatment  proce¬ 
dures  are  readily  available  for  applica¬ 
tion  by  the  industry.  As  also  explained 
in  the  Development  Document,  the  sam¬ 
pling  program  was  used  to  supplement 
and  confirm  data  supplied  by  the  proc¬ 
essors  (or  other  sources) .  The  success  of 
this  effort  is  reflected  in  the  utilization 
of  data  frcwn  sixty-two  different  plants 
to  compute  industry  raw  waste  loads. 
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Thus,  the  variability  of  waste  loads  has 
been  considered  in  this  cwnputation  as 
well  as  in  the  ratio  of  maximum  daily 
limitations  to  maximxim  thirty  day 
limitations. 

(2)  A  number  of  commentors  took  the 
position  that  the  limitations  were  not 
stringent  enough  and  were  develwed 
from  only  a  fraction  of  the  indxistry  still 
discharging  to  waterways,  limitations 
required  by  the  implementation  of  bdst 
available  control  technology  economi¬ 
cally  achievable  have  not  been  required 
as  limitations  for  best  practicable  cwi- 
ti-ol  technology  currently  available  be¬ 
cause  the  total  cost  of  application  of  the 
technologies  under  the  time  limitations 
is  too  large  in  relation  to  the  effluent  re¬ 
duction  benefits  to  be  achieved  from  such 
application.  Land  treatment  and  no  dis¬ 
charge  to  navigable  waterways  has  not 
been  required  because  both  suitable  and 
adequate  land  at  reastmaWe  cost  must  be 
available  and  each  processor  may  not 
have  land  meeting  these  requirements. 

(3)  The  criticism  was  made  that  the 
performances  of  the  biological  syst«ns 
used  to  develop  the  limitations  were 
based  on  optimum  performance.  Each 
system’s  performance  is  based  mi  as 
much  information  as  available.  In  most 
cases  the  performance  represents  average 
results  from  the  entire  processing  season. 
In  a  few  cases  more  than  a  single  proc¬ 
essing  season  was  used  and  in  sMne  cases 
less  than  a  full  processing  season  was 
used  to  evaluate  the  system’s  perform¬ 
ance.  Some  plants  currMiUy  are  meeting 
the  effluent  limitations  based  on  seasonal 
averages  but  may  not  achieve  sufficient 
effluent  reduction  to  meet  each  maximiim 
thirty-day  limitation.  Nevertheless,  at 
least  one  plant  in  each  subcategory 
achieves  sufficient  effluent  reduction  to 
meet  both  maximum  daily  limitations 
and  maximiun  thirty  day  limitations 
throughout  the  processing  season. 

(4)  A  nunfijer  of  comments  from  vari¬ 
ous  sources  were  received  regarding  the 
accuracy  of  industry  cost  estimates.  An 
assessment  of  these  comments  and  a  de¬ 
tailed  economic  analysis  of  the  treatment 
technologies  used  to  achieve  the  limita¬ 
tions  have  significantly  refined  the  cost 
information  about  the  industry.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  the  cost  to  the  industry  of  land 
and  land  treatment  facilities  has  been  in¬ 
cluded.  Neverthless,  the  economic  im¬ 
pact  analysis  of  the  effect  of  the  proposed 
limitations  on  the  industry  indicates  no 
substantial  adverse  impact  will  result  for 
any  major  segment  of  the  industry. 

(5)  During  the  formulation  of  these 
proposed  guidelines,  conunentors  raised 
questions  about  the  adequacy  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  sub-categorization  in  view  of:  (a) 
Variations  in  unit  costs  for  small  plants 
as  compared  with  large  plants;  and  (b) 
the  possible  effect  of  temperatiue  on 
biological  treatment  efficiency.  Informa¬ 
tion  with  appropriate  supportive  techni¬ 
cal  and  economic  backgroxmd  data  on 
this  question  is  specifically  requested. 
Additionally,  in  developing  the  proposed 
guidelines,  difficulty  was  experienced  in 
obtaining  sufficient  information  and  data 


on  which  to  base  a  full  and  quantitative 
evaluation  of  the  econmnic  Impact.  The 
information  and  data  available  show  that 
there  will  be  an  economic  impact.  How¬ 
ever,  more  information  is  desired  to  en¬ 
able  a  fuller  assessment  of  the  overall 
Impact  with  respect  to  plant  closings, 
employment,  and  on  local  communities. 
InformatiMi  and  data  is  specifically,  re¬ 
quested  for  the  following:  <i)  Plant  rev¬ 
enues,  (ii)  Production  costs,  (iii)  Profits, 
(iv)  Return  on  investment,  (v)  Pollution 
control  costs,  (vi)  The  level  of  capacity 
utilization  for  different  size  plante  and 
the  alnlity  of  plants  to  expand  to  a  level 
where  economies  of  scale  can  be  realized; 
and  (viii)  Availability  of  access  to  munic¬ 
ipal  disposal  systems  or  land  irrigation 
disposal  systems  and  the  availability  and 
costs  of  land  for  land-based  disposal 
techniques.  This  is  particularly  impor¬ 
tant  in  the  case  of  the  potato  processing 
segment  for  which  only  fragmentary 
data  is  available. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  written 
comments  in  triplicate  to  the  EPA  In¬ 
formation  Center,  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 
Attention:  Mr.  Philip  B.  Wisman.  Com¬ 
ments  Ml  all  aspects  of  the  proposed 
regulations  are  solicited.  In  the  event 
comments  are  in  the  nature  of  criticisms 
as  to  the  adequacy  of  data  which  is  avail¬ 
able,  or  which  may  be  rehed  upon  by  the 
Agency,  comments  should  identify  and,  if 
possible,  provide  any  additional  data 
which  may  be  availaUe  and  should  indi¬ 
cate  why  such  data  is  essential  to  the 
development  of  the  regulations.  In  the 
event  CMnments  address  the  approach 
taken  by  the  Agency  in  establishing  an 
effluent  limitation  guideline  or  standard 
of  performance,  EPA  solicits  suggestions 
as  to  what  alternative  approach  should 
be  taken  and  why  and  how  this  alterna¬ 
tive  better  satisfies  the  detailed  require¬ 
ments  of  sectiMis  301,  304(b),  306,  and 
307  of  the  Act. 

A  copy  of  all  public  comments  will  be 
available  for  inspection  and  copying  at 
the  EPA  Information  Center,  Room  227, 
West  Tower,  Waterside  Mall,  401  M 
Street  SW.,  Washington,  D.C.  A  copy  of 
preliminary  draft  contractor  reports,  the 
Development  Dociunent  and  economic 
study  referred  to  above,  and  certain  sup¬ 
plementary  materials  supporting  the 
study  of  the  industry  concerned  will  also 
be  maintained  at  this  location  for  public 
review  and  copying.  The  EPA  informa.- 
tion  regulation,  40  (TFR  Part  2,  provides 
that  a  reasonable  fee  may  be  charged  for 
copying. 

All  comments  received  on  or  before 
December  10,  1973,  will  be  considered. 
Steps  previously  taken  by  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  to  facilitate 
public  response  within  this  time  period 
are  outlined  in  the  advance  notice  cmi- 
ceming  public  review  procedures  pub¬ 
lished  on  August  6,  1973  (38  FR  21202). 

Dated:  October  29, 1973. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 


PART  407— EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS 

GUIDELINES  FOR  EXISTING  SOURCES 
AND  STANDARDS  OF  PERFORMANCE 
AND  PRETREATMENT  STANDARDS  FOR 
NEW  SOURCES  FOR  THE  CANNED  AND 
PRESERVED  FRUITS  AND  PROCESSING 
INDUSTRY  POINT  SOURCE  CATEGORY 

Subpart  A — Apple  Juice  Subcategory 

Sec. 

407.10  AppllcabUity:  description  of  apple 

juice  subcategory. 

407.11  Specialized  deUnitions. 

407.12  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  ccm- 
trol  technology  currently  available. 

407.13  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

407.14  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

407.15  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

Boimces. 

Subpart  B — Apple  Products  Subcategory 

407.20  Applicability;  description  of  apple 

products  subcategory. 

407.21  Specialized  definitions. 

407.22  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  iq>pllca- 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  ccmtrol 
technology  currently  avaUable. 

407.23  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ^q>pll- 
cation  of  the  best  available  tech¬ 
nology  economically  achievable. 

407.24  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

407.25  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 

Subpart  C — Citrus  Products  Subcategory 

407.30  Applicability;  description  of  citrus 

products  subcategory. 

407.31  Specialized  definitions. 

407.32  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  avaUable. 

407.33  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  r^re- 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reductkm  attainable  by  iqiplicatlon 
of  the  best  avaUable  technology 
economically  achievable. 

407.34  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

407.35  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 

Subpart  D — Frozen  Potato  Products  Subcategory 

407.40  AppllcabUity;  description  of  frozen 

potato  products  subcategory. 

407.41  Specialized  definitions. 

407.42  Effluent  limitatlcms  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  avaUable. 

407.43  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  application 
of  the  best  avaUable  technology 
economically  achievable. 

407.44  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

407.45  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 
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Subpart  E — Dehydrated  Potato  Products 
Subcategory 

Sec. 

407.50  Applicability;  description  of  dehy¬ 
drated  potato  products  subcate- 


gOTy- 

407.51  Specialized  de&nltlons. 

407.52  EfBuent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degi'ee  of  effluent  re¬ 
duction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able. 

407.53  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  repre¬ 

senting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technol¬ 
ogy  economically  achievable. 

407.54  Standards  of  performance  for  new 

sources. 

407.55  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 

sources. 


Authobitt.  Secs.  301,  304(b),  304(c),  306 
(b) ,  307(c) ,  as  amended;  33  U.S.C.  1251, 1311, 
1314(b).  1314(c).  1316(b)  and  1317(c). 

Subpart  A — ^Apple  Juice  Subcategory 

§  407.10  Applicability;  description  of 
apple  juice  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  discharges  resulting  from 
the  processing  of  apples  Into  apple  juice 
or  ai^le  cider.  When  a  plant  Is  subject 
to  effluent  limitations  covering  more  than 
one  subcategory,  the  plant  discharge 
limitation  shall  be  set  by  proration  limi¬ 
tations  for  each  subcategory  based  on 
the  total  raw  material  covered  by  each 
subcategory. 

§  407.11  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  the  following  abbreviations  shall 
have  the  following  meanings:  (1)  “BODS” 
shall  mean  five  day  biochemical  oxygen 
demand;  (11)  “TSS”  shall  mean  total 
suspended  nonfUterable  solids;  (111)  “kg” 
shall  mean  kilogram  (s) ;  (iv)  “kkg”  shall 
mean  1.000  kilograms;  and  (v)  “lb”  shall 
mean  poimd(s) . 

§  407.12  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica- 
titm  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  by  a  point  sotm:e  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 
BODS _  Maximiun  for  any  one  day 


0.8  kg/kkg  raw  material 
'  (1.6  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  dally 
values  for  any  period 
of  thirty  consecutive  days 
0.2  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.4  Ib/ton) . 

TSS _ _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.0  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(2.0  lb /ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period 
of  thirty  consecutive  days 
0.25  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.5  Ib/ton) . 

pH -  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 


§  407.13  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  o‘f  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties  which  may  be 
discharged  after  application  of  the 
best  available  technology  achievable  by 
a  point  source  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  subpart: 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 
BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 


0.28  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.56  Ib/ton) . 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period 
of  thirty  consecutive  da3rs 
0.07  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.14  Ib/ton) . 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

0.4  kg/kkg  raw  material 
0.8  Ib/ton) . 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period 
of  thirty  consecutive  days 
0.1  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.2  Ib/ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.14  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  reflecting  the  greatest  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  achievable  through  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  available  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology,  processes,  op¬ 
erating  methods,  or  other  alternatives. 
Including,  where  practicable,  a  standard 
permitting  no  discharge  of  pollutants  by 
a  new  point  source  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 

BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

0.28  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.56  Ib/ton) , 


Maxlmiun  average  of  dally 
values  for  any.  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.07  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.14  Ib/ton) . 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

0.4  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.8  Ib/ton) . 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days  0.1 
kg/kkg  raw  material  (0.2 
Ib/ton) , 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 


§  407.15  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  imder 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act,  for  a  source 
within  the  apple  juice  subcategory,  which 
is  an  industrial  user  of  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  (and  which  would  be  a 
new  source  subject  to  section  306  of  the 
Act,  if  it  were  to  discharge  pollutants  to 
navigable  waters) ,  shall  be  the  standard 
set  forth  in  40  CFB  128.133,  except  that 
for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  40  CFR 
128.133  shall  be  amended  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows: 


In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in 
§  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard  for  In¬ 
compatible  pollutants  Introduced  into  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works  by  a  major  con¬ 
tributing  industry  shall  be  the  standard  of 
performance  for  new  sources  specified  in  40 
CFR  407.14:  Provided,  That,  if  the  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  which  receives  the 
pollutants  is  committed,  in  its  NFDES  per¬ 
mit,  to  remove  a  specified  percentage  of  any 
incompatible  pollutant,  the  pretreatment 
standard  applicable  to  users  of  such  treat¬ 
ment  works  shall  be  correspondingly  reduced 
for  that  pollutant. 

Subpart  B — ^Apple  Products  Subcategory 

§  407.20  Applicability;  description  of 
apple  products  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
processing  of  apples  into  aiH>le  products. 
The  iwocessing  of  apples  into  caustic 
peeled  or  dehydrated  products  is  specifi¬ 
cally  excluded.  When  a  plant  is  subject 
to  ^uent  limitations  covering  more  than 
one  subcategory,  the  plant  discharge 
limitation  shall  be  set  by  proration 
limitations  for  each  subcat^ory  based 
on  the  total  raw  material  covered  by  each 
subcategory. 

§  407.21  '  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  The  following  abbreviaticms  shall 
have  the  following  meanings:  (1) 
“BODS”  shall  mean  five  day  biochemical 
oxygen  demand;  (il)  “TSS”  shall  mean 
total  suspended  nonfUterable  soUds;  (iil) 
“kg”  shall  mean  kilogram(s) ;  (iv)  “kkg” 
shall  mean  1,000  kUograms;  and  (v)  “lb” 
shaU  mean  poimd(s). 

§  407.22  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  praeticable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  poUutants  or 
poUutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  after  application  of  best  practi¬ 
cable  control  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subpart : 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 

BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.4  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(2.8  Ib/ton). 


Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.35  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.70  Ib/ton) . 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.8  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(3.6  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.45  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.90  Ib/ton) . 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.23  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be 
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discharged  after  application  of  the 
best  available  technology  economically 
achievable  by  a  point  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart; 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 
BODS  _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 


0.28  kg/Ug  raw  material 
(0.56  lb /ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  tor  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.07  kg  kkg  raw  material 
(0.14  lb,  ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

0.4  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.8  lb,  ton) . 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.1  kg /kkg  raw  material 
(0.2  Ib/ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.24  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  reflecting  the  greatest  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  achievable  through  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  available  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology,  processes,  op¬ 
erating  methods,  or  other  alternatives, 
including,  where  practicable,  a  standard 
permitting  no  discharge  of  pollutants  by 
a  new  point  source  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  sulHiart: 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 
BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 


.  0.28  kg  kkg  raw  material 

(0.56  lb  ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.07  kg  kkg  raw  material 
(0.14  lb  ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

0.4  kg,  kkg  raw  material 
(0.8  lb  ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.1  kg,  kkg  raw  material 
(0.2  lb /ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0 

§  407.25  Prelrealmcnt  standards  for  new 
sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act,  for  a  source 
within  the  apple  products  subcategory 
w'hich  is  an  industrial  user  of  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  (and  which 
would  be  a  new  source  subject  to  section 
306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were  to  discharge 
pollutants  to  navigable  waters) ,  shall  be 
the  standard  set  forth  in  40  CPR  Part 
128,  except  that  for  the  purposes  of  this 
section,  40  CFR  128.131  shall  be  amended 
to  read  as  follows; 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in 
I  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard  for  In¬ 
compatible  pollutants  Introduced  into  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works  by  a  major  con¬ 
tributing  industry  shall  be  the  standard  of 


performsmee  for  new  sources  specified  In  40 
CPR  407.24;  Provided,  That,  if  the  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  which  receives  the 
pollutants  is  oommltted,  in  its  NPDBB  per¬ 
mit,  to  remove  a  specified  percentage  of  any 
Incompatible  pollutant,  the  pretreatment 
standard  applicable  to  iisers  of  such  treat¬ 
ment  works  shall  be  correspondingly  reduced 
for  that  pollutant. 

Subpart  C— Citrus  Products  Subcategory 

§  407.30  Applicability;  d<^6cription  of 
citrus  products  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
processing  of  citrus  into  citrus  products. 
When  a  plant  is  subject  to  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  covering  more  than  one  subcate¬ 
gory,  the  plant  discharge  limitation  shall 
be  set  by  proration  limitations  for  each 
subcategory  based  on  raw  material  cov¬ 
ered  by  each  subcategory. 

§  407.31  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  subpart; 

(a)  The  foUoa'ing  abbreviations  shall 
have  the  following  meanings;  (i) 
“BCM35”  shall  mean  five  day  biochemical 
oxygen  demand;  (ii)  “TSS”  shall  mean 
total  suspended  nonfllterable  solids;  (iii) 
"kg”  shall  mean  kilogram(s) ;  (iv)  “kkg” 
shall  mean  1,000  kilograms;  and  (v)  “lb” 
shall  mean  pound (s). 

§  407.32  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology’  currently  available.  , 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  by  a  point  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart; 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 

BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.0  kg /kkg  raw  material 
(2.0  Ib/ton) . 


Maximum  average  of  dally 
.  values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.25  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.5  Ib/ton). 

TSS -  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

2.2  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(4.4  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.55  kg/kkg  raw  materi^ 
(1.1  lb  ton). 

pH -  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.33  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  application 
of  the  best  available  technology  eco¬ 
nomically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  adter  application  of  the  best 
available  technology  economically 
achievable  by  a  point  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart; 


Effluent 

charac¬ 


teristic  Effluent  limitation 

BOD5 _  Maximum  toe  any  (me  day 


02  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.4  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  dally 
values  for  any  period  of 
tlilrty  (mnsecutlve  days 
0.06  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.1  Ito/ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

0.32  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.64  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
•thirty  consecutive  days 
0.08  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.16  lb/t<m). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.34  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  reflecting  the  greatest  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  achievable  through 
application  of  the  best  available  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology,  processes, 
operating  methods,  or  other  alternatives, 
including,  where  practicable,  a  standard 
permitting  no  discharge  of  pollutants  by 
a  new  point  source  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  subpart; 

Effluent 

charac¬ 


teristic  Effluent  limitation 

BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day. 


0.2  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.4  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.06  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.1  Ib/ton). 

TSS _  Maximiun  for  any  one  day 

0.32  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.64  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  dairs 
0.08  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.16  Ib/ton). 

pH.._ . .  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.35  Prclrealmenl  standards  for  new 
sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act,  for  a  source 
within  the  citrus  products  subcategory 
which  is  an  industrial  user  of  a  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  (and  which 
would  be  a  new  source  subject  to  section 
306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were  to  discharge 
pollutants  to  navigable  waters) ,  shall  be 
the  standard  set  forth  in  40  cm  Part 
128,  except  that  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section,  40  CPR  128.133  shall  be  amended 
to  read  as  follows; 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth 
In  i  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard  for 
incompatible  poUutants  Introduced  Into  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  by  a  major 
contributing  industry  shall  be  the  standard 
of  performance  for  new  sources  specified  In 
40  CFR  40724:  Provided,  That,  If  the  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works  which  receives 
the  poUutants  Is  committed.  In  Its  NPDES 
permit,  to  remove  a  ^eclfied  percentage  ot 
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any  Incompatible  pollutant,  the  pretreat¬ 
ment  standard  applicable  to  users  of  such 
treatment  works  shall  be  correspondingly  re¬ 
duced  for  that  pollutant. 

Subpart  D — Frozen  Potato  Products 
Subcategory 

§  407.40  Applicability;  description  of 
frozen  potato  products  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
processing  of  white  potatoes  into  frozen 
potato  products.  When  a  plant  is  subject 
to  effluent  limitations  covering  more  than 
one  subcategory,  the  plant  discharge 
limitation  shall  be  set  by  proration  limi¬ 
tations  for  each  subcategory  based  on 
the  total  raw  material  covered  by  each 
subcategory. 

§  407.41  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart 

(a)  The  following  abbreviations  shall 
have  the  following  meanings:  (i) “BODS” 
shall  mean  five  day  biochemical  oxygen 
demand  (ii)  “TSS”  shall  mean  total  sus¬ 
pended  nonfilterable  solids;  (iii)  “kg” 
shall  mean  kilogram  (s) :  (iv)  “kkg”  shall 
mean  1,000  kilograms;  and  (v)  “lb”  shall 
mean  pound(s) . 

§  407.42  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 

BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

4.75  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(9.6  Ib/ton). 


Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.95  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(1.9  lb/ ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

8.75  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(17.6  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daUy 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 

1.75  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(3.6  Ib/ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.43  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  avaUable  technology 
economically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be 
discharged  after  application  of  the 
best  available  technology  economically 
achievable  by  a  point  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent 

eharacterUtie  Effluent  limitation 

BOD5.-_. _ _  MaTimiim  tor  any  one  day 


0.8  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(1.6  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.16  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.32  Ib/ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.35  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(2.7  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.27  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.64  Ib/ton) . 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.44  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  reflecting  the  greatest  degree  of 
effluent  reduction  achievable  through  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  available  demon¬ 
strated  control  technology,  processes,  op¬ 
erating  methods,  or  other  alternatives, 
including,  where  practicable,  a  standard 
permitting  no  discharge  of  pollutants  by 
a  new  point  source  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  subpart. 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 

BODS  _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

0.8  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(1.6  Ib/ton). 


Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.16  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.32  Ib/ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.35  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(2.7  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.27  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.64  Ib/ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.45  Pretreatment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under 
section  307(c)  of  the  Act,  for  a  source 
within  the  frozen  potato  products  sub¬ 
category,  which  is  an  industrial  user  of 
a  publicly  owned  treatment  works  (and 
which  would  be  a  new  source  subject  to 
section  306  of  the  Act,  if  it  were  to  dis¬ 
charge  pollutants  to  navigable  waters) , 
shall  be  the  standard  set  forth  in  40  cm 
128,  except  that  for  the  purpose  of  this 
section,  40  CFR  128.133  shall  be  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in 
$  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard  for  in¬ 
compatible  pollutants  introduced  into  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works  by  a  major  con¬ 
tributing  industry  shall  be  the  standard  of 
performance  for  new  sources  specified  in  40 
CFR  407.44:  Provided,  That,  If  the  publicly 
owned  treatment  works  which  receives  the 
pollutants  is  committed,  in  its  NPDES  per¬ 


mit,  to  remove  a  specified  percentage  of  any 
incompatible  pollutant,  the  pretreatment 
standard  iq>plicable  to  users  of  such  treat¬ 
ment  works  shaU  be  correspondingly  reduced 
for  that  poUutant. 

Subpart  E — Dehydrated  Potato  Products 
Subcategory 

§  407.50  Applicability;  description  of 
dehydrated  potato  products  sub¬ 
category. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  discharges  resulting  from 
the  processing  of  white  potatoes  into  de¬ 
hydrated  potato  products.  When  a  plant 
is  subject  to  effluent  limitations  covering 
more  than  one  subcategory,  the  plant 
discharge  limitation  shall  be  set  by  pro¬ 
ration  limitations  for  each  subcategory 
based  on  the  total  raw  material  covered 
by  each  subcategory. 

§  407.51  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  The  following  abbreviations  shall 
have  the  following  meanings:  (i) 
“BODS”  shall  mean  five  day  biochemical 
oxygen  demand;  (iii)  “TSS”  shall  mean 
total  suspended  nonfilterable  solids;  (iii) 
“kg”  shall  mean  kilogram (s) ;  (iv)  “kkg” 
shall  mean  1,000  kilograms;  and  (v)  “lb” 
shall  mean  poimd(s) . 

§  407.52  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart: 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 
BODS _  Maximiun  tor  any  one  day 


4.0  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(8.0  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daUy 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.8  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(1.6  Ib/ton). 

TSS _  Maximiun  for  any  one  day 

8.0  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(16.0  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daUy 
values  fen:  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
1.6  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(3.2  Ib/ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.53  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  available  technology 
economically  achievable. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  after  application  of  the  best 
available  technology  economically 
achievable  by  a  point  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart: 
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Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 

bods _  Maximvun  for  any  one  day 


0.8  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(1.6  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  da3rs 
0.16  kg/Ucg  raw  mat^al 
(0.32  Ib/ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.35  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(2.7  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  dally 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.27  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.54  Ib/ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 

§  407.34  Standards  of  performance  for 
new  sources. 

The  following  limitations  constitute 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  reflecting  the  greatest  degree  of 
efQuent  reduction  achievable  through 


applicatlcHi  of  the  best  available  draioti- 
strated  control  technology,  processes, 
operating  methods,  or  other  alternatives, 
including,  where  practicable,  a  standard 
permitting  no  discharge  of  pollutants  by 
a  new  pfrint  source  subject  to  the  provl- 
sions  of  this  subpart; 


Effluent 

characteristic  Effluent  limitation 

BODS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 


0.8  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(1.6  Ib/ton). 

*  Maximum  average  of  daily 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  consecutive  days 
0.16  kg/kkg  raw  materlsJ 
(0.32  Ib/ton). 

TSS _  Maximum  for  any  one  day 

1.35  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(2.7  Ib/ton). 

Maximum  average  of  dally 
values  for  any  period  of 
thirty  ccmsecutive  days 
027  kg/kkg  raw  material 
(0.54  Ib/ton). 

pH _  Within  the  range  of  6.0  to 

9.0. 


§  407.55  Pretrcalment  standards  for  new 
sources. 

The  pretreatment  standards  under  sec¬ 
tion  307(c)  of  the  Act,  for  a  source  with¬ 
in  the  dehydrated  potato  products  sub¬ 
category  which  is  an  Industrial  user  of  a 
publicly  owned  treatment  works  (and 
which  would  be  a  new  source  subject  to 
section  306  of  the  Act,  If  It  were  to  dis¬ 
charge  pollutants  to  navigable  waters), 
shall  be  the  standard  set  forth  in  40  CPR 
Part  128,  except  that  for  the  purpose  of 
this  section,  40  (7PR  128.133  shall  be 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

In  addition  to  the  prohibitions  set  forth  in 
§  128.131,  the  pretreatment  standard  for  in¬ 
compatible  pollutants  introduced  into  a  pub¬ 
licly  owned  treatment  works  by  a  major  con¬ 
tributing  industry  shall  be  the  standard  of 
performance  for  new  sources  specified  In 
!  407.54,  40  CPR,  Part  40:  Provided.  That.  If 
the  publicly  owned  treatment  works  which 
receives  the  pollutants  Is  committed,  in  its 
NPDES  permit,  to  remove  a  specified  percent¬ 
age  of  any  incompatible  pollutant,  the  pre¬ 
treatment  sUmdard  applicable  to  users  of 
such  treatment  works  shall  be  correspond¬ 
ingly  reduced  for  that  pollutant. 
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